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DETAILED ACTION 

1 . A request for continued examination under 3 7 CFR 1.114, including the fee set forth in 
37CFR 1.17(e), was filed in this application after final rejection. Since this application is 
eligible for continued examination under 37 CFR 1.1 14, and the fee set forth in 37 CFR 1.17(e) 
has been timely paid, the finality of the previous Office action has been withdrawn pursuant to 
37 CFR 1.1 14. Applicants submission filed on 05/22/07 has been entered. 

Claim 1 has been amended and claims 82-91 have been added. Claims 1, 3-8, 54-57, and 
72-91 are now pending. 

Claim Objections 

2. Claim 90 is objected to because of the following informalities: 

Claim 90 recites "the fist real-time meeting", which contains a typographical error. 
Claim 90 should more appropriately recite the first real-time meeting. Appropriate correction is 
required. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 102 

3. The following is a quotation of the appropriate paragraphs of 35 U.S.C. 102 that form the 
basis for the rejections under this section made in this Office action: 

A person shall be entitled to a patent unless - 

(e) the invention was described in a patent granted on an application for patent by another filed in the United 
States before the invention thereof by the applicant for patent, or on an international application by another who 
has fulfilled the requirements of paragraphs (1), (2), and (4) of section 371(c) of this title before the invention 
thereof by the applicant for patent. 

The changes made to 35 U.S.C. 102(e) by the American Inventors Protection Act of 1999 
(AEPA) and the Intellectual Property and High Technology Technical Amendments Act of 2002 
do not apply when the reference is a U.S. patent resulting directly or indirectly from an 
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international application filed before November 29, 2000. Therefore, the prior art date of the 
reference is determined under 35 U.S.C. 102(e) prior to the amendment by the AIPA (pre-AIPA 
35 U.S.C. 102(e)). 

4. Claims 88-89 and 91 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(e) as being anticipated by Gisby et 
al. (U.S. 6,044,146). 

As per claim 88, Gisby et al. teaches a method comprising: 

transmitting or receiving a first request for a first real-time meeting between a requester 
and a first target, the requester and the first target being individuals (See figures 2 and 3, column 
2, lines 33-39, column 3, lines 1-14, wherein incoming calls are received because a caller needs a 
meeting with a target agent)); 

determining that the first target is unavailable, using a computing system (See column 3, 
lines 1-5, column 4, lines 55-64, column 5, lines 5-10, column 6, lines 37-44, column 7, lines 1- 
20 and 39-55, which discusses availability); 

waiting until the first target changes from being unavailable to being available (See 
figures 2-3, column 5, lines 20-40, wherein the request is queued. See column 3, lines 1-15, 
column 4, lines 55-67, column 5, lines 35-40, column 6, lines 35-50, column 7, lines 1-20 and 
39-55, wherein when the target is available, the meeting can be initiated); 

when the first target is available, determining if the requester is available (See column 5, 
lines 20-40 and 45-62, column 6, lines 35-50, and column 7, lines 1-10 and 32-52, wherein the 
availability status of R-A (the requester) is based on priority and thus the requester can be gotten 
based on this status); 
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if the requester is available, then initiating the first real-time meeting (See column 3, lines 
1-15, column 4, lines 55-67, column 5, lines 35-40, column 6, lines 35-50, column 7, lines 1-20 
and 39-55, wherein both parties are available and the meeting is initiated based on the 
availability and priority of the requester and the availability of the agent). 

Examiner notes that the limitation "if the requester is unavailable, then waiting until a 
time the requestor becomes available" does not occur in methods where the requester is available 
in the previous limitations. Therefore, since Gisby et al. teaches that the requester is available, 
the limitation "if the requester is unavailable, then waiting until a time the requestor becomes 
available" is not required. 

As per claim 89, claim 89 is directed to and further limits the limitation "if the requester 
is unavailable, then waiting until a time the requestor becomes available" of claim 88. Examiner 
notes that the limitation "if the requester is unavailable, then waiting until a time the requestor 
becomes available" does not occur in methods where the requester is available in the previous 
limitations. Therefore, since Gisby et al. teaches that the requester is available, the limitation "if 
the requester is unavailable, then waiting until a time the requestor becomes available" is not 
required, and therefore the limitations of claim 89 further do not occur. 

As per claim 91, Gisby et al. teaches transmitting or receiving a second request for a 
second real-time meeting between a second requestor and the first target, the second request 
being transmitted or received between a time the first request is transmitted or received and a 
time the fist real-time meeting is initiated and initiating the second real-time meeting prior to the 
first real-time meeting if the second requester becomes available before the first requester (See 
figures 2-3, column 3, lines 1-20, column 5, lines 20-40, column 6, lines 35-45, column 7, lines 
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1-15 and 35-50, wherein a second request for an agent is received, the request is queued, and 
wherein a queue of callers requesting an agent is formed. There is one agent that takes multiple 
calls from the queue and thus the agent is the common party). 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC §103 

5. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 

obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set forth in 
section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and the prior art are 
such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the invention was made to a person 
having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. Patentability shall not be negatived by the 
manner in which the invention was made. 

6. Claims 1, 3-8, 54-55, 72-79, 81-82, 84-85, and 87 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as 
being unpatentable over Gisby et al. (U.S. 6,044,146) in view of Yacenda et al. (U.S. 5,515,426). 

As per claim 1 , Gisby et al. teaches a computer-implemented method for the 
intermediation of real time meetings, comprising: 

receiving an indication by a requester system that a requester (R-A) wants to request a 
real-time meeting M-A with a target T-A (See figures 2 and 3, column 2, lines 33-39, column 3, 
lines 1-14, wherein incoming calls are received because a caller needs a meeting with a target 
agent); 

sending to a decider system (D) a request to conduct a real time meeting M-A (See 
figures 2 and 3, column 5, lines 1-20 and 40-55, wherein a system receives the request for the 
meeting and queues the request); 

queuing the request for the meeting M-A by the decider system (See figures 2-3, column 
5, lines 20-40, wherein the request is queued); 
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receiving by the decider system (D) an availability status of T-A (See column 3, lines 1- 
5, column 4, lines 55-54, column 5, lines 5-10, column 6, lines 37-44, column 7, lines 1-20 and 
39-55, which discusses availability); 

receiving by the decider system (D) an availability status of R-A (See column 5, lines 20- 
40 and 45-62, column 6, lines 35-50, and column 7, lines 1-10 and 32-52, wherein the 
availability status of R-A (the requester) is based on priority and thus the requester can be gotten 
based on this status); 

receiving an indication by the requester system that a requester (R-B) wants to request a 
real-time meeting M-B with target T-B, the meeting M-B to be disjoint in time with the meeting 
M-A; and such that one of the parties to M-A (R-A or T-A), known as the 'common party' is also 
the same as one of the parties to M-B (R-B or T-B) and thus there are only three distinct parties, 
the decider D being associated with the common party (See figures 2-3, column 3, lines 1-20, 
column 5, lines 20-40, column 6, lines 35-45, column 7, lines 1-15 and 35-50, wherein a second 
request for an agent is received, the request is queued, and wherein a queue of callers requesting 
an agent is formed. There is one agent that takes multiple calls from the queue and thus the agent 
is the common party); 

sending to the decider system (D) a request to conduct a real time meeting M-B (See 
figures 2 and 3, column 5, lines 1-20 and 40-55, wherein a system receives the request for the 
meeting and queues the request); 

queuing the request for the meeting M-B by the decider system, such that requests for at 
least two distinct meetings, disjoint in time are placed in the queue, so that multiple pending real 
time meetings for the common party are in the queue at the same time (See figures 2-3, column 
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5, lines 20-40, wherein the request is queued, and wherein a queue of callers requesting an agent 
is formed); 

receiving by the decider system (D) an availability status of target T-B (See column 3, 
lines 1-15, column 4, lines 55-54, column 5, lines 5-10, column 6, lines 37-44, column 7, lines 1- 
20 and 39-55, which discusses availability); 

receiving by the decider system (D) an availability status of the requester R-B (See 
column 5, lines 20-40 and 45-62, column 6, lines 35-50, and column 7, lines 1-10 and 32-52, 
wherein the availability status of R-A (the requester) is based on priority and thus the requester 
can be gotten based on this status); 

initiating, by the decider, one of the two meetings M-A and M-B by connecting the 
common party and the other party to that meeting when the common party and that other party 
are mutually available (See column 3, lines 1-15, column 4, lines 55-67, column 5, lines 35-40, 
column 6, lines 35-50, column 7, lines 1-20 and 39-55, wherein both parties are available and the 
meeting is initiated based on the availability and priority of the requester and the availability of 
the agent); and 

dequeuing the request for a meeting upon its completion (See at least column 5, lines 1- 
10, column 8, lines 25-30, wherein it is inherent that the call finishes and that the agent moves to 
the next requestor in the queue). 

However, Gisby et al. does not expressly disclose that a possible availability status of the 
requester R-A or R-B includes not available. 

Yacenda et al. discloses that the requestor (who called an unavailable target party) leaves 
his/her number for callback and then when the target party becomes available, the requestor is no 
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longer available (and thus his/her status is unavailable) (See figures 24 and 24B, column 17, line 
55-column 18, line 5, and column 19, lines 32-55, wherein a callback function is indicated, the 
party to be called back (the requester) is unavailable, and the meeting does not occur until both 
parties are available). 

Both Gisby et al. and Yacenda et al. disclose systems teach telephone functions for 
connecting a call requester (calling party) and a call target. Gisby et al. specifically discloses 
systems where requesters are queued when targets are busy. It would have been obvious to one 
of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention to include the call back function of 
Yacenda et al. in the system of Gisby et al. in order to more efficiently facilitate calls between 
users by eliminating "phone tag" situations and causing a user to be on hold for long periods of 
time. 

As per claim 3, Gisby et al. teaches wherein a system of the target T-A is polled to 
determine the availability of target T-A (See column 5, lines 5-11, wherein the system knows if 
the target is logged in and busy). 

As per claim 4, Gisby et al. teaches wherein the system of the target T-A sends the 
availability status of target T-A to the decider system (See column 5, lines 5-11, column 7, lines 
1-15 and 30-50, wherein the system knows if the target is busy based on status information 
established by the target). 

As per claim 5, Gisby et al. teaches wherein a system of a party is polled to determine the 
party's availability (See column 5, lines 5-11, wherein the system knows if the target is logged in 
and busy). 
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As per claim 6, Gisby et al. teaches wherein the system of a party sends the party's 
availability status to the decider system (See column 5, lines 5-1 1, column 7, lines 1-15 and 30- 
50, wherein the system knows if the target is busy based on status information established by the 
target). 

As per claim 7, Gisby et al. teaches wherein mutual availability is determined by 
checking the availability of one of the target/requester pairs T-A/R-A or T-B/R-B and the target 
(See column 5, lines 5-11, wherein the system knows if the target is logged in and busy or 
available. Further, see column 3, lines 1-15, column 4, lines 55-67, column 5, lines 35-40, 
column 6, lines 35-50, column 7, lines 1-20 and 39-55, which discusses availability and priority 
of the requester). 

As per claim 8, Gisby et al. teaches wherein a request is sent to a plurality of targets and 
mutual availability is determined when the requester and one of the plurality of targets is 
available (See column 3, lines 1-15, column 4, lines 55-67, column 5, lines 35-40, column 6, 
lines 35-50, column 7, lines 1-20 and 39-55, wherein both parties are available and the meeting 
is initiated based on the availability and priority of the requester and the availability of the 
agent). 

As per claim 54, Gisby et al. teaches displaying the availability status of one pf the 
requesters R-A and R-B on the target system, along with an indication that one of the requesters 
R-A and R-B has requested a meeting (See column 6, lines 45-60, column 8, lines 25-45, 
wherein the target receives a pop-up concerning the requester). 

As per claim 55, Gisby et al. teaches wherein the availability status is one of in, out, and 
unknown (See column 5, lines 5-11, wherein the system knows if the target is logged in. See also 
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column 7, lines 1-10 and 30-57, which discusses further status information about a logged in 
agent). 

As per claim 72, Gisby et al. teaches wherein the decider system a part of the system of 
the common party for whom it is responsible, and wherein the decider already knows the status 
of the common party for which it is responsible (The common party is construed as the agent. 
See figures 2 and 3, column 5, lines 1-20 and 40-55, which discuss the system of the agent(s). 
See column 5, lines 5-11, wherein the system knows if the target is logged in. See also column 7, 
lines 1-10 and 30-57, which discusses further status information about a logged in agent). 

As per claim 73, Gisby et al. teaches wherein the decider system chooses to activate one 
of two real time meetings, where the parties for both meetings are available based on priority 
information provided by either party (See figure 3, column 5, lines 20-40, column 6, lines 35-55, 
column 7, lines 1-9 and 30-50, wherein availability is based on priority of the requester) or the 
order in time in which the requests were made (See figure 2, column 4, line 54-column 3, line 11, 
which discusses FIFO). 

As per claim 74, Gisby et al. teaches wherein the decider system chooses to activate one 
of two real time meetings, where the parties for both meetings are available, based on ranking 
information including manual ranking through a user interface presented to the common party 
(See column 6, lines 45-60, column 8, lines 25-45, wherein the target receives a pop-up 
concerning the requester and has the ability to bump the current call or finish the current call). 

As per claim 75, Gisby et al. teaches wherein the decider system chooses to activate one 
of two real time meetings, where the parties for both meetings are available, based on priority 
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information provided by either party (See figure 3, column 5, lines 20-40, column 6, lines 35-55, 
column 7, lines 1-9 and 30-50, wherein availability is based on priority of the requester). 

As per claim 76, Gisby et al. teaches wherein the decider system chooses to activate one 
of two real time meetings, where the parties for both meetings are available, based on the order 
in time in which the requests were made (See figure 2, column 4, line 54-column 3, line 11, 
which discusses FIFO). 

As per claim 77, Gisby et al. teaches wherein the decider system chooses to activate one 
of two real time meetings, where the parties for both meetings are available, based on 
relationship information about the parties based on party input or past history (see column 5, 
lines 60-67, wherein a customer database is used). 

As per claim 78, Gisby et al. teaches wherein a non-common requester is party to 
another, distinct meeting request (See figures 2-3, column 3, lines 1-20, column 5, lines 20-40, 
column 6, lines 35-45, column 7, lines 1-15 and 35-50, wherein a second request for an agent is 
received, the request is queued, and wherein a queue of callers requesting an agent is formed). 

As per claim 79, Gisby et al. teaches wherein a non-common target is party to another 
distinct meeting request (See figures 2-3, wherein there is a second agent with separate call 
handling). 

As per claim 81, Gisby et al. teaches wherein if all parties become available at once, only 
one of the meetings M-A and M-B will occur immediately and the other meeting will remain 
queued (See figure 3, column 5, lines 20-40, column 6, lines 35-55, column 7, lines 1-9 and 30- 
50, wherein availability is based on priority of the requester, and thus the meeting with the higher 
priority will occur and the once with lesser priority will remain in the queue). 
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As per claim 82, Gisby et al. teaches wherein the common party is the target T-A and T- 
B (See figures 2-3, column 3, lines 1-20, column 5, lines 20-40, column 6, lines 35-45, column 7, 
lines 1-15 and 35-50, wherein there is one agent that takes multiple calls from the queue and thus 
the agent is the common party). 

As per claim 84, beither Gisby et al nor Yacenda et al. expressly disclose that the target 
is a specific individual selected by the requestor. 

Both Gisby et al. and Yacenda et al. disclose systems teach telephone functions for 
connecting a call requester (calling party) and a call target. Gisby et al. specifically discloses 
systems where requesters are queued when targets are busy. Examiner takes official notice that 
it is old and well known in the telephone art for a calling party to request a specific individual 
when placing a call to a second organization, such as when a person calls a company and asks to 
speak with a certain manager. It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at 
the time of the invention to include requesting a certain target in the system of Gisby et al. in 
order to more efficiently facilitate calls between users by allowing a user to specifically reach the 
party he/she set out to call. 

As per claim 85, Gisby et al. teaches wherein the target is a specific individual (See 
figures 2-3, column 3, lines 1-20, column 5, lines 20-40, column 6, lines 35-45, column 7, lines 
1-15 and 35-50, wherein the target is an agent). 

As per claim 87, Gisby et al. teaches wherein the target is any one of a group of targets 
(See figures 2-3, column 3, lines 1-20, column 5, lines 20-40, column 6, lines 35-45, column 7, 
lines 1-15 and 35-50, wherein there is one agent that takes multiple calls from the queue and thus 
the agent is the common party. There are multiple agents at the call center). 
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7. Claims 56-57 and 80 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Gisby et al. (U.S. 6,044,146) in view of Yacenda et al. (U.S. 5,515,426) and in further view of 
Vaios (U.S. 6,272,216). 

As per claim 56, Gisby et al. teaches an availability status of the target T-A (See column 
3, lines 1-15, column 4, lines 55-54, column 5, lines 5-10, column 6, lines 37-44, column 7, lines 
1-20 and 39-55, which discusses availability). However, neither Gisby et al. does nor Yacenda et 
al. expressly disclose displaying an availability status of the target T-A on the requester system, 
along with an indication that the requestor has requested a meeting with the target. 

Vaios teaches displaying an availability status of the target T-A on the requester system, 
along with an indication that the requestor has requested a meeting with the target (See abstract, 
figure 2, column 4, lines 8-15, 35-58, column 5, lines 19-29, 38-39, and 53-67). 

Gisby et al. and Yacenda et al. are in analogous art and it is obvious to combine these 
references for the reasons set forth above. Further, both Gisby et al. and Vaios disclose systems 
that connect requesters to agents using queuing methods. Vaios expressly discloses the requester 
side of these systems, wherein the requester may view status and other information about agents. 
It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention to also 
allow the requester system to view availability data and meeting requests by the requester in 
order to more efficiently let the requester gain service in a more timely manner and to allow the 
requester to have greater control over the handling and routing of their calls. See column 1, lines 
23-25 and column 4, lines 43-58 of Vaios. 
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As per claim 57, Gisby et al. teaches wherein the availability status is one of in, out, and 
unknown (See column 5, lines 5-11, wherein the system knows if the target is logged in. See also 
column 7, lines 1-10 and 30-57, which discusses further status information about a logged in 
agent). 

As per claim 80, Gisby et al. teaches wherein the target has two or more real-time 
meetings in the queue (See figures 2-3, column 5, lines 20-40). However, neither Gisby et al. nor 
Yacenda et al. expressly disclose that the requester has two or more real-time meetings in the 
queue. 

Vaios teaches that the requester has two or more real-time meetings in the queue (See 
abstract, column 4, lines 8-15, 43-58, column 5, lines 19-29 and 53-56, wherein multiple requests 
to multiple agents are queued by the same requester system). 

Gisby et al. and Yacenda et al. are in analogous art and it is obvious to combine these 
references for the reasons set forth above. Further, both Gisby et al. and Vaios disclose systems 
that connect requesters to agents using queuing methods. It would have been obvious to one of 
ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention to also allow the requester system to create a 
queue of outgoing calls while waiting for an agent in order to more efficiently let the requester 
gain service in a more timely manner and to allow the requester to have greater control over the 
handling and routing of their calls. See column 1, lines 23-25 and column 4, lines 43-58 of 
Vaios. 

- 8. Claims 83, 86, and 90 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Gisby et al. (U.S. 6,044,146) in view of Vaios (U.S. 6,272,216). 
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As per claims 83 and 86, Gisby et al. does not expressly disclose that the common party 
is the requestor R-A and R-B and the common party participates in both of the meetings M-A 
and M-B. 

Vaios teaches that the requester has two or more real-time meetings in the queue, and 
thus is the common party in both of the meeting (See abstract, column 4, lines 8-15, 43-58, 
column 5, lines 19-29 and 53-56, wherein multiple requests to multiple agents are queued by the 
same requester system). 

Both Gisby et al. and Vaios disclose systems that connect requesters to agents using 
queuing methods. It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the 
invention to also allow the requester system to create a queue of outgoing calls while waiting for 
an agent in order to more efficiently let the requester gain service in a more timely manner and to 
allow the requester to have greater control over the handling and routing of their calls. See 
column 1, lines 23-25 and column 4, lines 43-58 of Vaios. 

As per claim 90, Gisby et al. does not expressly disclose and Vaios discloses transmitting 
or receiving a second request for a second real-time meeting between the first requester and a 
second target, the second request being transmitted or received between a time the first request is 
transmitted or received and a time the fist real-time meeting is initiated; and initiating the second 
real-time meeting prior to the first real-time meeting if the second target becomes available 
before the first target (See abstract, column 4, lines 8-15, 43-58, column 5, lines 19-29 and 53- 
56, wherein multiple requests to multiple agents are queued by the same requester system). 

Both Gisby et al. and Vaios disclose systems that connect requesters to agents using 
queuing methods. It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the 
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invention to also allow the requester system to create a queue of outgoing calls while waiting for 
an agent in order to more efficiently let the requester gain service in a more timely manner and to 
allow the requester to have greater control over the handling and routing of their calls. See 
column 1, lines 23-25 and column 4, lines 43-58 of Vaios. 

Response to Arguments 
7. Applicant's arguments with regards to Gisby et al. (U.S. 6,044,146) and Yacenda et al. 
(U.S. 5,515,426) have been fully considered, but they are not persuasive. In the remarks, 
Applicant argues that (1) Gisby et al does not teach or suggest the availability status of the caller 
and that priority is not the same as caller availability, (2) Yacenda et al. does not teach or suggest 
that the caller hanging up makes the status of the caller unavailable or determining that the caller 
is unavailable, (3) the combination of Gisby et al. and Yacenda et al. does not have a reasonable 
expectation of success since Yacenda et al. requires calling parties to be on the same PBX, 
whereas in Gisby et al. it is highly unlikely that the person calling the call center would be on the 
same PBX as the call center, (4) as per claim 3, Gisby et al. does not teach or suggest that the 
status information is determined by polling, (5) as per claim 4, Gisby et al. does not teach or 
suggest that the system sends the availability status of the target to the decider system, (6) Gisby 
et al. does not teach or suggest that availability status is displayed to the agent, (7) as per claim 
78, Gisby et al. does not teach or suggest that a caller is a party to more than one request, and (8) 
as per claim 57, Gisby et al. does not teach or suggest that the availability status is unknown. 

In response to argument (1), Examiner respectfully disagrees. The term status is defined 
as the position of an individual in relation to another or others in the broadest reasonable 
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interpretation of the term. The term availability is defined as being ready or accessible in the 
broadest reasonable interpretation of the term. Therefore, availability status is the accessibility 
of a requester in relation to the position of an individual in relation to others. Gisby et al. 
discloses that the user is connected to the system and in queue based on their priority (See 
column 5, lines 20-40 and 45-62, column 6, lines 35-50, and column 7, lines 1-10 and 32-52). 
Therefore, the user has the status of available (able to be connected with) and positioned in the 
queue based on the user's priority. The requester can be gotten based on this status. 

In response to argument (2), Examiner respectfully disagrees. Examiner asserted Gisby 
et al. does not expressly disclose that a possible availability status of the requester R-A or R-B 
includes not available. Yacenda et al. discloses that a requester disconnects from the system, and 
thus is unavailable because he/she is no longer in the queue waiting to connect with the second 
party. See figures 24 and 24B, column 17, line 55-column 18, line 5, and column 19, lines 32- 
55, wherein a callback function is indicated, the party to be called back (the requester) is 
unavailable, and the meeting does not occur until both parties are available. Therefore, Yacenda 
et al. does teach and suggest that the current status of a user is unavailable at the point the target 
becomes available, and therefore based on this current unavailability, the callback function must 
be utilized. 

In response to argument (3), Examiner respectfully disagrees. Examiner utilized 
Yacenda et al. to teach the concept that a possible availability status of the requester R-A or R-B 
includes not available. Examiner did not really on Yacenda et al. to disclose the underlying 
system on which the method operates. Yacenda et al. discloses that a requester disconnects from 
the system, and thus is unavailable because he/she is no longer in the queue waiting to connect 



Application/Control Number: 09/4 1 6,278 Page 1 8 

Art Unit: 3623 

with the second party. Therefore, there is reasonable expectation of success that if a caller hangs 
up from the call center of Gisby et al. based on the teachings of Yacenda et al. that the caller will 
be viewed as unavailable to the agent. 

In response to argument (4), Examiner respectfully disagrees. Examiner notes that the 
term poll means to survey in the broadest reasonable interpretation of the term. Therefore, claim 
3 recites that the system is surveyed to determine the availability of the target. The claim 
contains no recitation of any specific hardware, software, or functionality utilized to perform 
such polling. Therefore, Gisby et al. does teach and suggest this limitation. Column 5, lines 5- 
11, discloses that an application monitors/surveys real-time information concerning the 
availability status of the agents. 

In response to argument (5), Examiner respectfully disagrees. Again, the claim contains 
no recitation of any specific hardware, software, or functionality utilized to relay the availabity 
status to the decider system. Therefore, Gisby et al. does teach and suggest this limitation. 
Again, Column 5, lines 5-11, discloses that an application monitors/surveys real-time 
information concerning the availability status of the agents. This status information is 
communicated via the real time surveying to the application that distributes calls. See also 
column 7, lines 30-50. 

In response to argument (6), Examiner respectfully disagrees. Availability status and 
priority is addressed above with regards to argument (1). Thus, the target receives a pop-up 
concerning the requester in column 6, lines 45-60, column 8, lines 25-45. This pop-up let's the 
target known that the requester is available and in a certain position in the queue. 
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In response to argument (7), Examiner respectfully disagrees. Claim 78 recites "wherein 
a non-common requester is party to another, distinct meeting request". Based on claim 1, this 
means that given requester A and B, where A has requested a meeting with target A, requester B 
is a requester to another meeting distinct from the one between requester A and target A. Gisby 
et al. teaches second and other requests for agent A or for another agent all together is received, 
this request is queued and distinct from the meeting between requester A and target A. See 
figures 2-3, column 3, lines 1-20, column 5, lines 20-40, column 6, lines 35-45, column 7, lines 
1-15 and 35-50. 

In response to argument (8), Examiner respectfully disagrees. Claim 57 recites "one of 
in, out, and unknown". Therefore, the status must be only one of theses labels, and therefore 
since Gisby et al. teaches that the agent is logged in and thus at least teaches the availability 
status of in, and therefore the status of unknown is outside the scope of the claim. See column 5, 
lines 5-11, and column 7, lines 1-10 and 30-57. 

Conclusion 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Beth Van Doren whose telephone number is 571-272-6737. The 
examiner can normally be reached on M-F, 8:00-5 :00. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Tariq Hafiz can be reached on 571-272-6729. The fax phone number for the 
organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 
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